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This study determined the effects of assigning 
students from speech classes to one of 14 positive sociometrically 
determined groups, 14 negative sociometrically determined groups, or 
14 randomly determined groups upon individuals* satisfaction with the 
group and the time needed to solve a specific test problem* All 
significant differences among the five- and six-person groups showed 
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randomly assigned groups* Observed differences showed that 
individuals from random groups were more satisfied than individuals 
from negative groups* This study indicated that positive socicnetric 
assignment of individuals to problem solving groups produces 
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Scx:icraetrics and Groip Satisfaction 
ABSTRACT 

This study determined effects of assigning students^ from speech 
classes to one of 14 positive sociortvetrically determined groips, 14 
negative sociom^trically determined groi^^s, or 14 randomly determined 
groups ^pon individxaals ' satisfaction v/ith the groq? and time needed to 
solve a specific prablem. All significant differences witii the 5 and 
6 person groups shoived tiiat individuals in positive groups were more 
satisfied after solviiig the problem tJian tliose fron iiegative or random 
groups. Observed differences shoi-;ed that individuals from random groups 
were more satisfied than individuals from negative groups, Tiiis study 
indicates that positive socioTiietric assignment of individuals to problein 
solving groi:5ps produces increased satisfaction. 
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SOCiaETKEC QiOIQS AS A DIir^lIM'Mr OF 
SATISFACTION AND PHDBLEtl SOLVlUG SUCCESS 
' m DISCUSSION GPDUPS 

Small group ccxinmuiiication has been tlie subject of much research 
in various disciplines over tlie £^st several years. Speech Ca'OTunication 
is one discipline in vAiich intei:est in small grovps has been flourisliing. 
i^Iunerous studies and at least four articles on the status of small group 
research iiave appecired in leading speech ccffimunication journals \7ithin 
tlie last tiiree years {Bomann,1970j Gouran, 1973j Larson, 1971; IlDrtenson, 1970). 
Mtix)ugh Larson (p. 106) in one of these articles says tliat "small gro\:qp 
researcli appears to be characterized by an almost random selection of 
independent variables and an almost random matching up of tiiese with 
dependent variables," for at least the last tliree decades the focus of small 
groi^) researcli in speedi caramunication has been primarily on decision 
making and variables attendant to the process. 

Gouran (p. 25) points to the iiiportance of satisfaction in problem 
solvii^ discussion and suggests that seme determinents of satisfaction, such 
as ocxipatability, are well kna^^. Yet as iiiportant as ccmpatability and 
an individual's satisfaction with his groi?5 appears to be, fa,/ studies have 
been reported in wliich atteinpts were made to place individuals from speech 
classes into groi:ps according to socicraetric clioice. Several studies 
cdncemed with groiip satisfaction and groiK) success liave been conducted 
tiiat suggest socionetric status could have a marked effect on the groi?). 
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Nearly tx-jo decades ago Kelly and Thibaut reviewed some of tliese studies 
in tlie Hai-ic3book of Social Psychology (Lindsey, 1954) . A later review by 
Heslin and Duiiphy (1964) focused on status consensus and its effect on 
satisfaction in small groijps. 

The studies in botli of tlie aforenentioned reviews and those reported 
since tiien have failed to study effects fron clecirly arranged sociometric 
groups. Several studies used socianfietric data aftc^r tlie groups' activity 
or used gro\:ps frcm natural settings, but experimental studies of success 
and satisfaction where tlie groi:^s were pre-arrarxged according to sociaaetric 
criteria are scarce. 

In one of the few stijdies using socionetrically determined groups, 
Scofield (1960) arranged groups of girls from friendship cliques and 
groups of girls frcm non-friends of tlie same age, matched on IQ and grade 
point average. The problem of generalizing from Scofield' s study, however, 
is two- fold. First he fciiled to mention specific criteria used to forra the 
two kinds of gro^^^s. Perliaps friendly groi^is were ainranged without taking 
into account the negative choices, tlius wealcening tlie groip. Second, 
Scofield did not tell hov; groups of non-friends were formed. We don't know 
if grox^^s of non- friends were constructed from negative choices, frcxa lack 
of positive choices, or fron sane other criteria. 

In one of tlie most successful programs using pre-arranged sociaaetric 
groips — tlie Care and Share Title I Project in Ontario, California (Pandles, 
1972) — greater acliievaxient , greater attendance, and less discipline probleins 
were reported when students were assigned to socicmetrically determined 

« 

groups. But even this program did not provide for arranging the groiq? to 
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eliminate negative relationships, so v/e are still witliout clarification 
of the full effect of socicriietric groiping on satisfaction and success. 
Articles by Fessenden (1958) , Sinitli (1969) , and Wewburger (1971) are 
arnong tlie fev; wiiicli discuss the use of socicraetric techniques ^/itii 
speech discussion groups. 

The purjxDse of the present study was to attorpt to determine effects 
of sociaoetrically fonoad groups in regard to satisfaction and success. 
More specifically, the purpose was to determine the effects of assigning 
students fraa speecli classes into one of three kinds of discussion 
groups (1. positive socicmetrically determined grDi:ps, 2. negative 
socicraetrically determiried groups, that is, gro^j^s formed by opposite 
criteria, or 3. randan assignment to groips) upon individuals' satisfaction 
with their groip and the time tlie group needed to solve a problem. 

PKXmJRES 

One week prior to group activity, eighteen Introduction to Speech 
CoKinunication classes at tlie University of I-lissouri-Colurabia (20-25 students 
per class) were eacii administered a socicnetric test. Each student 
asked to list five classmates whom he would prefer to be with in a dis- 
cxxssion groi^^. Students were tiien asked to list classmates they 
preferred not to have in their discussion group. The data were transferred 
to I.B.M. cards and analyzed with a coiputer program designed by CocJoriel 
(1971) to clarify sociometric infoimation. 

In fourteen of tlie classes one group of five or six studezits 
structured to ensure full socicfft^tric tlieoiy in regard to maximizing tlie 



atnosphere of the group. All of tlie criteria outlir^ed by Cockriel (1973) 
were utilized. The criteria citg as folla^^s: 1. isolates s2iould not be 
togetlier, 2. rejectees should not be togetlier, 3* every student should 
liave at least one person in tlie group tliat he chose to have in his groiK), 

4, clique rnernbers should be dispersed among tlie different, groups, and 

5, the stars or high raiiking students should be dispersed anong tlie 
groups as nearly as possible. In acMition to the socicsiBtric principles 
utilized, each group was balanced as nearly as possible for se^i. Tliat is, 
no group was formed with less than two numbers of tiie sartK^ sex within 

tlie group • 

In eacii class v/here a positi\^ socicKietric group was fomalated, 
one groip of five or six students \vas also fonred by opposite criteria. 
That is, the group was f emulated in a negative itianner in regard to 
the positive criteria just outlined. Thus, at least or 3 group meniber 
was rejected for group inerabership by at least one other nieihber of tlie 
group ^ etc. Remaining class luerribers were groi:5)ed as closely as possible 
according to positive sociouetric criteria, however, data fron the re- 
maining groui^s were not used in the stud^^ Students frcm the otiier four 
classes \;ere assigned to five or six person discussion groups on a 
ccitpletely randcni basis. 

One week after the socicmetric data were collected students inet in 
the predetemined groi^ps. Students fron all treatment groips (positive, 
negative, and random) v/ere informed that tiiey were placed in the "best 
positive socicmetric groups possible" to maintain differences in escpect- . 
at ions among tiie groups. 
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Students were told t±iat tliey were to work with otlier irierabers of 
their groi^^ on a specific probil era-solving task (Pfeiffer and Jones 1970, 
pp. 26-31). Twenty-six cards, each containing infonnation to be used 
in solving tlie following problena were shuffled and dealt to the group 
imerabers so 'that each grov:p ironber had fraa four to six cards. 

Pretend that lutts and mipps represent a new 
way of measuring distance, and that dars, wors, 
and mirs represent a new way of irieasuring time. 
A man drives f rem Tc^\n A thro\igh 'rov>ni B and 
Ibwn C, to 1t)v;n D. The task of your group is 
to determine hoi-; many \\ors the entire trip took. 
You havo taTenty minutes for tliis task. Do not 
choose a formal leader. 
Group members were told tliat they could share tlie inf orriiation 
orally, but that they must keep tlie cards in tlieir liands throughout tlie 
discussion. Ibllowing are sarrples of the information froa tliree of 
the cai'ds: 

It is 4 lutts f rm A to B 
There are mipps to a mile 
A dar is 10 v/ors 

The tiriie each groi;^) took to cca:rplete tlie task was recorded. After 
ccr(4>letion of the task, individuals \^fere asked to respond privately to 
the follaving questions on a five-point "very satisfied, quite satisfied 
neitlier satisfied or dissatisfied, quite dissatisxlsd, very dj.ssatj.sfied 
scale: liow satisfied are you with your own ^)articipation in solving the 
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problem? Ifow satisfied are you tliat all group roeanibers participated? 
How satisfied would you be to engage in another probloai-solving task 
with tlie same group? 

Differences between groups on the tliree questions and time needed 
to solve tlie problem were analyzed using one-way analyses of variance 
and Ue^vman-Keuls a posteriori tests where appropriate. The .05 level 
was required for significance of all tests. 

RESULTS 

Analysis of variance of tlie data from tlie first question was not 
significant. That is, there were no significant differences among 
dLndividuals fron positive, negative, or random groups on satisfaction 
with their ovni participation in solving the prdblei:a. hs can be seen 
in Table 1, mean scores from tlie groiqps sha/ed that individuals tended 
to be neither satisfied or dissatisfied v;itli their own participation. 

Insert Table 1 about here 

Analysis of tlie data from the second question v/as significant. 
Wewman-Ifeuls a posteriori tests showed that individuals from positive 
groups were significantly n'ore satisfied that all group monbers participated 
than were individuals fron negative grovps. As can be seen in Table 1, 
the observed differences between positive and randan groi:ps, and between 
randcm and negative groups wlule not significant, vere in the expected 
direction. 
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Table 1 shov;s triat analysis of data frcm tlie tiiird question vras 
also sUgnificant* Ne^-vmaii-Keuls a posteriori tests shewed that individuals 
from positive groi:^s v/ould be significantly more satisfied to engage in 
anotlier problem-solving task with tlie same group than \>K:)uld individuals 
fron negative or random groups. Anotlier difference wliile not significant, 
shows that individuals frcm randcra groxjps \>ould be n>ore satisfied to 
engage in a problem-solving task witli their groups tlian individuals from 
negative groins. 

As siiown in Table 1/ there was no significant difference betaveen 
groups on tiitie needed to corrplete tlie task. 

DISCUSSION 

Tlie first question \7as designed to detenriine individuals' satisfaction 
with theix om participation in solving a problem. Based on previous 
testing, tlie problem seeaiied well-suited for its intended use, hcwever, 
after tlie groi^^s had solved tlie problem and conpleted the questionnaire 
several individuals expressed the opinion that success in solving tlie 
problem raigiit relate positively to one's ability in mathematical reasoning. 
The existence of such a relationship might e^lain the failure to find 
significant differences among the three kinds of groups (positively deter- 
mined, negatively determined, and randomly dete^roined) for the first 
question. Of course, it is possible that the way one is assigned to a 
group makes no difference in one's satisfaction v/ith his own partici}.)ation 
in problem solving discussion. Further studies with different kinds of 
problems are needed before this cfuestion can be answered. 



The second question was used to determine individuals' satisfaction 
that all nieinbers of tlieir groijps participated in solving the problem. 
This question is inportant since it reveals the general level of satis- 
faction and balanced participation witlrLn the group. As expected, 
individuals fron positive socionetrically determined groups perceived 
iTore participation by all numbers of tlieir groups tiian individuals 
fron negative or randou groups. FurttiermDre, individuals frcm random 
groins perceived slightly niore pcurticipation than those from negative 
groups. In otlier words, tlie use of socionetrics to assign people to 
groiips appears to be an iiqpoirtant determinent in the satisfaction expressed 
by individuals that all groi:p members part:icipated in solving the problera. 

Tlie third question assesses individuals' satisfaction with tlieir 
groi;5> by asking ha/ satisfied they would be to engage in another problem 
solving task witli the same group, expected, individuals fron positive 
groups ivould be more satisfied to work witli the same group than individuals 
frcana negative or random groi:5)S. Also, the observed difference between 
perceived satisfaction of individuals f rora randan and negative groups 
indicates that tiiose from random groups would be more satisfied to vjork 
in the same grou5JS than those from negative ones. If the assurrption is 
correct that an individual will be rnore satisfied to participate in an 
ejq^ience similar to one that has been satisfying than one tljat lias not, 
then tlie tiiird question should be an effective measure of satisfaction 
with tlie problem solving e^qperience. 

Success in solving the problem was determined by the time required 
to arrive at the correct solutiai for the problem. Admittedly, tlie lOse 



SAGS-11 



of tiiiie as a measure of sucx:ess may have been a wecitaiec s in this 
study. Tlie use of a more cannon criterion of success,* group consensus 
(Kline, 1970, 1972; Kline and Hullinger, 1973), might produce different 
results. Previous research indicates that a friendly atii>osphere, v^ule 
pronotirig consensus, actually delays task conpletion. I^liile there v;ere 
no significant differences beta^7een tlie groups in regard to time of 
cotpletioii , there were observable differences witliin tlie groi^^s tliat 
\/ould si?)po.rt the earlier finding. Positive groups were itvDre friendly, 
talked more, laughc^d iij02;e, and appeared to function in a more cooperative 
spirit than eitlier the negative or random groups. Negative groips 
appeared less talkative (several members tried to solve the problems by 
themselves — a phencmenon not observed at all in the positive groups) , 
and in general displayed aniroosity not found witliin positive or random 
groups. 

CXX^CLUSIOIJ 

Socianetric groxping was found to have a significant effect on 
individxials' satisfaction with their groups. Subjects in positively 
formed socianetric groijps were more satisfied after solving the pro- 
blera than subjects frcra negatively formed socicnetric groups or 
randonily formed groi:5)s. Observed differences showed that subjects • 
from randonly formed groups were more satisfied than subjects frcm 
negatively formed grovps. 
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TABLE 1 
DATA ANALYZED 
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Ques. 2 (1^5.66)* 
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4.18 
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Ques. 3 (E^25.17)* 








Positive 


4.71 


.54 
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KtecrativG 


3.69 


1.05 
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I^indcm 


3.97 


.97 
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Time (P=.17) 
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Positive 


12.95 


4.30 


72 


Negative 


13.14 


4.43 


68 


Randaa 


12.66 


5.46 


62 



* p < . 05 

High X iMicates high satisfaction on questions 1-3, 
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